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-«}-—f\e_ Asacren Commiss fom,

Prior to learnlng of Oswald's probable contact

with DGI officers, James Angleton, Chief of the

CIA's Counter Intelligence Staff passed an internal

memorandum to Raymond Rocca, also of the Counter-—

intelligence Staff, thch stated that he had been

informed by the DDP, Richard Helms, that J. Lee

Rankin had contacted John McCone to request that
the Director consent to an iﬁtérview before the
Warren Commission on May 14, 1964, (J. Edgar
Hoover also appeared before the Commission on
that date QriorAtO'McConé's appearance. Warren

‘ Vol.=
Commission Report,% ngﬂiﬁ)(CIA Doc. FOIA 689-298,

Memorandum of James Angleton, 5/12/64) Angleton.

also wrotes

i2 I disgaégéd with Mr. Helms the nature of

the recent information which you are
proceSSLng which orlglnated _with the

& senSLtlve{jeStern emlspherglsource. I

informed him that in your view this would
raise a number of new factors with the
Commission, that it should not go to the
Commission prior to the Director's appear-
ance unless we have--first had some pre-
liminary reaction or made sure that the
Director is fully aware of the implica-
tions since it could well serve as the
basis for detailed gquestioning. ‘The DDP
stated that he would review this care-
fully amd made (sic) a decision as to

the question of timing. (Ibid.)
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to in Angleton's memowas.A—l.

was quite close in time to A-l's defection.

communication regarding A-1.
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based in part upon the date of this memo which

addition, Rocca's staff prepared prior

to DCI McCone's appearance before the Warren

aBrief

Commission for Presentation to the Warren Commission
outlining various positions adopted by the CIA vis a
vis its/investiga%ive efforts and assistance to the
Commission. (CIA Doc. FOIA 695-302-A, 5/14/64)

At Tab E of this brief it states:

Within the past week, significant infor-
mation has been developed by the CIA re-
garding the relationship with Oswald of
certain Cuban lntelllgence personnel in
Mexico City and the reaction in Havana
within the Cuban Intelligence Service

to the news of the assassination of
President Kennedy.
is in the course of being briefed on the
Cuban asspect. (Ibid., Tab E)

ThlS conclusion is

In

The Commission Staff-

L)

On May 15, 1964, the day of McCone's interview,

the Warren Commission received its first formal 8

5/15/64) However, the Agencv did not at that time

identify A-~1 by his real name or cryptonym nor did

@
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was a defector then residing undér_secure conditions
in the Washington, D.é. area. (Ibid.) The ﬁay 15 -
communication did ~ - state that the Agency had
established contact “"with a weil—placed invidivual
who has been in close and prolonged contaét>witﬁ
ranking officers of the Cuban Direccion General de
Intelligencia." (Ibid.)

Attached to the May 15 communication was a
copy of Langosch's above reférencéd memorandum of
May 5, 1964 regarding knowledge of Oswald's pro-
bablé}contact Qith'thé DGI in Mexico (Gity. The
atiéchment made nolreference to the source's status
as a defector from the DGI. (Ibid., attachment)

As set forth in the sectioﬁ of this report.
concerning Luisa Calderon, on June 18, 1964, Howard
Willens of the Warren Commission reviewed Langosch's

May 5 memo and the questions upon which the informa-

tion set forth in the memo was elicited. Neither®thee .

questions nor the memo shown to Willens made
reference to the source's status as a defector col-
laborating with the CIA. (CIA Doc FOIA 739-319,

6/19/ 64).
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"Based upon review of the Langosch memoranda,
the Committee has determined that significant
information regarding Luisa Calderon ,Specifically

of Nov. 22 details of her
her conversatlon and*éZsociation with Cuban Intelligence

were w1thhela from the Warren Commission. This
information asdescrlbedabove, was derived from
However

debrleflngs of A-1. Erom the Commlttee S review
of the A-1 file provided by the CIA, the Committee
has not found any credible evidence indicating that
other information provided by A-1 to the CIA was
relevant to the work of the Warren Commission( However,
in its review the Committee has determined that a |
specific document_aieferenced in the A-1 flle is
not present in that file.

| The missing item is of considerable concern to

the Committee. It is a debriefing report of A-1

entitled "The Oswald Case." (CIA Doc Dispatch{UFGw-]

¢

5035, 3/23/65) On March 23, 1965, a CIA dispatch™® o
‘records the transmittal.of the repo;t, along w;th
eleven other A-1 debriefing reports. (Ibid.) ©Next to
the listing of the "Oswald Case" debriefing report

is the handwritten notation "SI." A CIA employee

who has worked extensively with the Agency files

o
i ik ™
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system told a Committee staff member that this

notation was the symbol for the CIA component

known as Special Intelligence. Other CIA

representatives believed the notation was a

Rty

reference to the Counterintelligence componenﬁ
CI/SIG. 1IN a CIA memorandum dated September 27,

1978, the CIA has adopted the position that

R

debriefing Report No. 40 is a duplication of

the original Langosch memorandum of May 5, 1964

concerning AMMUG's knowledge of Lee Harve
g @5}{:4??0 ~ Sx'wf‘"‘*' )

Oswald's vossible contact with the DAL * N ﬂ¥+ﬁﬁqu>
Ao T ’:' hoo "‘t":;""{ ed (T %‘m“go@}\a‘f-—&f‘ Peono{-n-g A0~V
idBe, A3 { ‘—\-...Z. S §¢ i D"E Py e
e’ Committes has que%tloned A—ﬂ] o Cal% So remoecandotm.

R AUREL

0.

officers regarding additional information that A-1 may

-

have supplied about Oswald. Joseéh Langosch, when
interviewed by the Committee, stated that he did not

have contact with the Warren Commission and dpes 8, ¢ .

not know what information derived from A-l's de-

briefings was supplied to the Warren Commission. (HSCA 5;
Staff Interview of Joseph Langosch 8/21/78; Cite also ~
Interviews gflﬁliaaéo'g ﬁlcc;igy\\ﬂe also stated that N §?
he does not™ necallst;at A,l~p£o§1ded any other information ;
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*The CIA memorandum states in part as follows:

When CI Staff learned of AMMUG-l's defection
and considered the possibility that he

might have some knowledge of the Oswald
case, CI Staff submitted a list of questions
to WH (Western Hemisphere) for debriefing
AMMUG-1...WH desk records reflect that

- AMMUG-1 was debriefed on 4 May 64 regarding
this questionnaire.../B/ecause the debriefing
on the Oswald case was handled as a sensitive
matter, it was dictated directly to a CI
(Counterintelligence) stenographer on

5 May 1964. /Note: A-1 was debriefed on
several subjects on 4 May 64. The procedure
was to assign each subject discussed a
debriefing number and they were written

up in contact report form by the WH case
officer. The instructions from CI staff
were to handle the Oswald case debriefing
very closely and not to keep any copies in
WH Division/. The "Oswald Case" was

logged in the WH notebook log as debriefing
report number 40, but the report itself

was dictated by the WH Case Officer directly
to a CI staff stenographer. There would

be no reason to include the number 40 on

the report of this special debriefing for

CI staff, since it was their only debriefing
report. We are certain it is the debriefing
report (#40) because the date is the same:;
it is the only debriefing report on Oswald 8
listed in AMMUG~1 records; and it it (sic)
the only AMMUG-1 debriefing report in
Oswald's 201 file. :

(CIA Doc., Memorandum for the Record, Regarding
AMMUG~1 Debriefing Report on the Oswald
Case, 27 September, 1978, p. 1)

Eigssification: - —SEFERET

| Drsifiesy, drivation,

R

<ESER ISR MmO X

X \",1'{.’}_&&

e

é

000103;




Elessifieation: —Ses==—

ghsa ferm is 18 Be wsed for msvsnial sxtragtad
om ElA=—csnirsllzd docymantsy

...81_.

on Oswald's contact with the DGI except for that
set forth in the Memoranda of May 5, 7, and 8
as discussed herein. (Ibid.) ///

In a rther effbrt to j}arify théksubstance
/

e

of information t?;t A-1 p{leded Ao the CIA/
rs
ing Oswald’ the Com 1ttef/ as attempted
)
ocate A-L// The CIA has’ 6;0 attempted to
/

o Yocate A-1, whose present;relatﬁ/péalp w1th
£ .
- the Agency is amb guous/ but has been unabld ~ 2 3
PN to determlne his present wheréaboutss/* Thé CIA‘'s
S 7 4 / V4
i 4

lnablllty te/docate A-1 has been soeﬁce of

concern to’thls Commlttee, pactlcularly in

light of hlS long a;sociaticn/ﬂrth the Adency.
) reoncins e enpate R Cmd i d
: (yxn: ‘nform LeﬁlA 1
,vwf

' Thuyf,\-; e, TR ;!‘(&)o
may havg supplied the CIA about Oswald. .§ewever &aith

1,

basis of the CIA's written reocrd, it appears that

‘information of investigative significance.
A separate question remains, however. The
Agency, as noted earlier, did not reveal to the

Warren Commission that A-1 was present in the

% .
230530

the exception of the Calderon episode and on the R o

the CIA provided the Warren Commission with all A-1 .
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*An April 1978 CIA communication to the FBI regarding
A~1 states in pertinent part:

Since 1971 (A-1) has not been involved
‘ in any CIA:operation in Miami or elsewhere.
@ L —‘Josemﬂomlé"‘%s the alias of a CIA
“.representativelwho periodically debriefs
(A-1) on personalities and methods of the
DGI.] There is no other CIA involvement with , .
® /¢ Rodriguez. (CIA Doc. 0869662,—CIA 202417, %/77
Wol..47 A-1 File 203k—F486531)%

However, a CIA handwritten index card concerning
the Agency status of A-1 states:

(A-1)| |not
receliving any salary, but could be paid if

and when used in an operation. No problems
here. [SPOB will keep his contract in an
active folder.] (CIA Doc., Handwritten Note,
15 April 1977, contained in Vol. 4 of A-1 file
201-749651)

Informed "Calvia" on 15 April 1977 that gg
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conditions, accessible to the Commission. Giving
due consideration to thé CIA's serious concern
for protecting its sources, the fact that A-1's
status was not disclosed prevented the Warren
Commission from exercising a possible option,
i.e. to take the sworn testlmony of RA-1 as lt
.concerned Oswald and the Kennedy assaSSLnatlon.
On this issue, as- the written record tends to
show, the Agency unilaterally rejected the possibility
of exercising this option.

‘In light of the establishment of A-1's
hona fides/. A | = : , his
proven reliability and his depth of knowledge of
Cuban intelligence activities, tﬁis opﬁion might

well have been considered by the Warren Commission.

re
The AMLASH Operatiohn th:z inLo rpocedTd 10 (- BB A

foai §§C)

During 1967, the CIA's Inspector General
‘issued a report which examined CIA supported
assassination plots. 1Included in this report

was discussion of the CIA-Mafia plots and an

S EC-)%'E:FM >-~._4;
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Agency project referred to as the AMLASH

operation (CIA Inspector General Report 1967

PpP. 1-74, 78-112). The AMLASH operation involved

a high level Cuban official (assigned the CIa

cryptonym AMLASH/1) who, during

with a CIA representative expressed the desire to
assassinéte Fidel Castro (Ibid., p. 84). As a
result of AMLASH's expressed objective and the
CIA's desire to find a viable political. alternatlve

to the Castro regime, the Agency. subsequently

prov1ded AMLASH with both moral

support designed to depose Fidel Castro. (Ibid.,

PpR- 80~94) The AMLASH operatlon was termlnated

by the CIA in 1965 as the result of security leaks.
(Ibid. pp. 104-106) During 1965, AMLASH and his
conspirators were brought to trial in Cuba for plotting
against Castro. AMLASH was senténced to death, but

at Castro's request the sentence was reduced to e

twenty-five years imprisonment.
. In its examination of the
the 1987 IGR concluded that the

dlrect and indirect support feor

CIdssiﬁcaﬁOn:

AMLASH operation

1962 while meeﬁing

R

and materlal

NGRS, S O, QD R

.
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T

&

(Ibid. pp. 107-110).

R

CIA had offered both

AMLASH's plotting (Ibid. p. 8

WA

G,

000107
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The most striking example of the CIA's direct
offer of support to AMLASH reported by the
1967 IGR states "it is likely that at the very

moment President Kennedy was shot a CIA officer

was meeting with a Cuban agent in Paris aﬁd'giving
him an assassination device for use against CASTRO."
(Ibid.)

The 1967 IGR offered no flrm evidence confirming

or refuting Castro s knowledge of the AMLASH operation

prlor to the assass;natlon of President Kenneay. ~The

1967 IGR did note that in 1965 when AMLASH was T

Arf

tried 1n*Havan§,press reports of Cuban knowledge

of AMLASH's association with the - CIA weredated from

November 1964, approximately one year after President
Kenﬂed&‘s assassination- (Ibia. p. 111).

The Church Committee in Book V of its Final
Report examined the AMLASH operation in great detail.
(SSC, Book V, pp. 2-7, 67-69) The Church CommitBhe ¢

concluded:

The AMLASH plot was more relevant to the

Warren Commision work than the early CIA

assassination plots with the underworld.

Unilke those earlier plots, the AMLASH

Classification:

00108

R, W U, O, G

NG GRS

TN

i,

NG, .

h



S S G & 4

Classification: SR

(This form is to be used fc.ar material extracted
from ClA—controlled documents.)

operation was in progress at the time

of the assassination; unlike the earlier

plots, the AMLASH operation could

clearly be traced to the CIA; and

unlike the earlier plots, the CIA had
endorsed AMLASH's proposal for a coup,
the first step ﬁo him being Céstro's
assassination, despite Castro's threat

to retaliate for such plotting. No one
directly involved in either investigation
(i.e. the CIA and the FBI"was told of
the AMLASH operation. No one investi-

gated a connection between the AMLASH

operation and President Kennedy's

' -assassination. Although Oswald had been

in contact with pro-Castro and anti-
Castro groups for many months before the
assassination, the CIA did not conduct "

a thorough investigation of questions

of Cuban government or Cuban exile

involvement in the assassination. (Ibid. p. 5) -
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In 13877, the CIA issued a sé& tor

_-General's Report concerning the subject of CIA

sponsored assassination plots. This Report, in

‘,—--—*o‘-—/‘-i Pl
large part, was intended as a; rebuttal of the -

.w’ :‘,\"

Church Committee! s findings. The 1977 IGR states:
The Report (of the Church Committee)
éssigns it (thg AMLASH operation)
characteristics that it did not have
during the period precéding.the assassina-
tion of JFK in order to support the SSC

view that it should have been reported

- /(f-

to the Warren Commission. (1977 IGR p. 2)

Thg 1977 ;éﬁ“éonq}uded that pridr to the
assaséination of éresideﬁt Kennedy, the AMIASH
operation was not an asSaééiﬁétiqn plot.

R

Neverthéless, the 1977 IGRiaid,égate: —

D oo .
It would have sef@gg>to rei orco the o T

e of
o, could

i /speclec terms’
] neral térms--
of ‘9.1et or Cﬁban

involvément }n the‘assaSSLnatlon
becahse of - the ten510ns of- “the time.
It is not ‘enough” to be able to point
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L0 erroneous,criticisms.made today.
The Agency dhould havd t n broéder
initiativeg they as Aell./ That/ . z
CIA employees At thé tigle feltd-as ‘ RS
they obviously did-th&t the fActivities
aboutazhich ey;kneq/had ng’ relevance

to the/Warren CommissSion ipgquiry does ' t
not take the place of a record of

0 L conscious review. (Ibid. p. 1Y)
TN et S SRR

. ~, o
..... L R o=

Richard Helms, as the highest level CIA
employee in contact with the Warren Commission on
a regular basis, testified to the Rockefeller

Commission that he did dot beliéve the AMLASH

i N V7 N v R N 17 N

operation was relevant to the investigation of

President Kennedy's death. (Rockefeller Commission,

N

Testimony of Richard Helms, 4/24/75 pp. 389-391,392)

In addition, Mr. Helms testified before this é§
Committee that thé AMLASH operation was not designed _gé

to be an assassination plot (Exec. Sess. Test. of gé
Richard Helms, 8/9/78, pp. 26~27). Z

A Contrasting view to the testiﬁony of Mr. X

Helms was offered by Joseph Langosch who in 1963 B, ) g

was the Chief of Counterintelligence for the CIA's Special“?; ,

The Special Affairs Staff was the CIA component 2t;;§

responsible for CIA operations directed against

the Government of Cuba and the Cuban Intelligence

Services (HSCA Class. Affidavit of Joseph Langosch,

- =™ :T

bt TN 4],
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Sept; 14, 1978, p. 1) The Special Affairs Staff

was heéded by Desmond FitzGerald and was responsible

for the AMILASH operétion (SsC, Book V, pp. 3, 8, 79)
Langosch, as ﬁhe Chief of Counterintelligence

for the Special Affairs Staff, was responsible for

safeguarding SAS against penetration by foreign

intelligence services, particularly the Cuban

TR WA WA

Intelligence Services (HSCA Classified Affidavit

of ‘Joseph Langosch, 9/14/78, p. 3)}). It was

e

Langosch's recollection that:

.«.the AMLASH operation prior to the
assassination of President Kennedy was
characterized by the Special Affairs
staff, Desmond Fitzgerald (sic) and other
senior CIA officers as an assassination

: operation initiated and sponsored by the
. CIA. (Ibid., p. 4)

. :ﬂt‘ r.ga g

N
3

Langosch further reébllected that as of 1962

-4y iy

it was highly possible that the Cuban Intelligenqegs e
Services were aware of AMLASH and his association

with the CIA and that the information upon which

he based his conclusion that the AMLASH

operation was insecure was available to senior level CIA
Jeep ¥~k

officials, inéluding Desmond FitzGerald. (Ibid., p. 4).

o

However, the issue before this Committee is .
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*In response to Langosch's sworn statements, this

Committee has received from the CIA an affidavit

executed by Kent L. Pollock (CIA pseudonym) who “served

as Executive Officer for Desmond FitzGerald during the
entire period in which he was Chief of the Special Affairs
Staff...and discussed with him the AMLASH operation as it
progressed.” (CIA Doc., Affidavit of Kent L. Pollock,
executed Oct. 5, 1978, p. 1) Mr. Pollock specifically
contested Langosch's assertion that the AMLASH operation
was characterized by the Special Affairs Staff, Desmond
FitzGerald, and other senior level CIA officials as an
assassination operation. 1In pertinent part, Pollock -
drew the following conclusions: '

RS

To the best of my knowledge, Mr. FitzGerald
considered the AMLASH operation to be a political
action activity with the objective of organizing
a group within Cuba to overthrow Castro and the
Castro regime by means of a coup d'etat. I heard
Mr. FitzGerald discuss the AMLASH operation
frequently, and never heard him characterize it as
an "assassiahtion operation.” Mr. FitzGerald
stated within my hearing on several occasions

his awareness that coup d'etat often involves
loss of life. (Ibid., par. 3, p. 2)

R S

S

He also stated:

9§ i

Desmond FitzGerald did not characterize the AMLASH
operation as an "assassgéation operation"; the )
case officer did not; I, as Executive Officer, never
discussed any aspect of the AMLASH operation with
Joseph H. Langosch; the Deputy Chief, the otfer o
branch chiefs and the special assistants could not
have so characterized it since they did not know
about the pen (the pen was specially fitted with a
hypodermic syringe in response to urgings by AMLASH
for a means to start the coup by killing Castro.
The case officer offered the pen to AMLASH on the day
of President Kennedy's death. AMLASH rejected the
pen with disdain. /Ibid., par. 4, o. 2/}, (Ibid.,
par. 6, p. 3) -

N

iR

M ¥

laXals Fls g

YASTVANIGTS IS

Elgesification: —mseermm 889113

Canified by, desivationi. —c—Bexk




Classification: — oy

not S:mely( b?’ﬁefgﬂ’éfs g_g.ﬁfgsﬁ,?r mcferlcl l%(gcgqtgcé an
from ClA———contr le Gocuments,

assassination plot prior to President Kennedy's

death. The bi?ader and more significant issue,

as the 197;‘}GR has ldentlfled it, is whether

the AMLASH operation was of sufficient relevancy

to have been reported to the Warren Commnission.

In the case of the AMLASH operation this
determination is a most difficult matter to
resolve. Reasonable men may differ in their
characterization of the Agency's operational
objectives.

Based upoe the presently available evidence
it is the Committee's position that such informa-
tion, if made available to the Warren Commission,
might have stimulated the Commission's investiga-

tive corcern for possible Cuban involvement or

complicity in the assassination. As J. Lee Rankin

commented before this Committee:

«..when I read...thewchurch Committee's N .

report--it was an ideal situation for
them to just pick out any way they

wanted to tell the story and fit it

in with the facts that had to be met
and then either blame the rest of it
on somebody else or not tell any more
or pollsh it off. I don't think that
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could have happened back in 1964.
I think there would have been a
much better chance of getting to
the heart of it. It might have
only revealed that we are involved
'in it and who approved it and all
that. But I think that would _
" have at least come out. (HSCA Class. .
Depo. of J. lLee Rankin, 8/17/78, p.91)

The Committee is in agreement with Mr. Rankin
that had the AMLASH operation.been disclosed to
the Warren Commission, the Commission might have
beeﬁ'able to foreclose the speculétion and conjeéture
that has Q:Grrounded the AMLASH operation during

the past decade. &g history now-recofds, the AMLASH

. SR, . W emm s

operation remains a footnote to the turbulent

relations between Castro's Cuba and the United States.

LGy,

s N Y

7
| S BB é
Classification: s L =




